







Routines, Securitization and the European Union Impact on Ethnic Conflicts:  








With the turn of the 21st century there was an increase in the introduction of frameworks 
regarding the EU impact on protracted ethnic conflicts. While most of them acknowledge, 
directly or indirectly, the existence and importance of a high degree of securitization, the impact 
of the latter is not necessarily examined to the full potential. Indeed, securitization and its role in 
conflict environments is under-explored as a theory. What is argued in this paper is that there 
exists a possibility that certain institutionalized routines could potentially institutionalize (perhaps 
even inadvertently) securitizing acts. If this hypothesis holds, then there could be significant 
effect on the timing of securitizing acts, the actor and the audience and, more importantly, on the 
processes that render securitizing acts successful. The institutionalization of securitizing acts is an 
issue that the Copenhagen School has not touched upon, despite the potential effect it could have 
on the theory, especially the Speech Act and the development/emergence and perpetuation of the 
acts. I conclude that the abovementioned theoretical ‘amendments’ on securitization should be 
incorporate in the EU-conflict resolution frameworks (e.g. Diez et al. 2008) in order for the latter 
to provide us with a more clear explanation how the EU could influence protracted ethnic 
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The EU impact on ethnic conflicts, such as the one in Cyprus, received relatively very 
little academic attention before the turn of the 21st century both on an empirical and much 
less on a theoretical level. Since then, however, numerous studies have emerged that offer 
theoretical insights and frameworks on the EU’s actual or potential impact (e.g. Brewin 
2000; Hill 2001; Cowles et al. 2001; Diez et al. 2002, 2006, 2008, Tocci 2004, 2007; 
Christou 2004) as well as more empirical observations (e.g., for Cyprus, Nugent 2000; 
Loizides 2002, 2007; Diez 2002; Tocci 2003; Theophanous 2004, 2006; Demetriou 2004; 
2005). While the aforementioned, and other, studies contribute significantly to our 
theoretical and empirical understanding of the EU’s impact on ethnic conflict cases, there 
are still noteworthy limitations that need to be addressed. The most prominent approaches 
(e.g. the four pathways, Diez et al. 2008) offer a theoretical understanding of how the EU 
could have an impact on conflict cases, but they still do not explore fully the necessary 
conditions and processes that could either hinder or aid the EU towards its goal. More 
specifically, while in many of those studies the existence of securitization is 
acknowledged its impact and is not necessarily examined to the full potential. Indeed, 
securitization and its role in conflict environments is under-explored as a theory. 
Recognizing these ‘gaps’, this paper focuses on theoretical recommendations for 
improvements on the securitization theory, which would subsequently help the 
development of more coherent EU-conflict resolution frameworks.  
The issues that are routinized and institutionalized and more specifically the way through 
which routines are institutionalized and then securitized is either taken for granted, or is 
under-utilized and in some cases it is even ignored, leading, subsequently, to sub-optimal 
understandings of both the conflict as well as of the impact of conflict resolution efforts 
of third parties such as the EU. With this in mind, it is one thing to acknowledge that 
there is securitization and that it affects the conflict (e.g. Diez et al. 2008, Demetriou 
2004) and another to understand how securitization is developed and sustained. One of 
the central arguments this paper wishes to make is that the aforementioned processes, 
namely the institutionalization of routines on hand and securitization on the other, should 
be much more closely linked than they currently are in the literature, not least because 
they exert a significant influence on the development of each other. While this argument 
is not Cyprus-specific, it is certainly Cyprus-applicable. In this paper the connection of 
these two processes is done more on a theoretical than an empirical level and the Cyprus 
conflict is simply used as an example to demonstrate the validity of the hypothesis as 
well as the potential benefits that such a theoretical approach could have.   
The process of securitization and the institutionalization of routines involve numerous 
variables, each with its own weight. One of the heaviest ones is identity. Even though 
most of the EU-conflict resolution frameworks acknowledge the significance of identities 
(as many times the goal is to transform them from antagonistic to compatible), the way 
they are handled is rather oversimplified. More specifically, when studying the EU 
impact on conflicts, the internal ‘sub-identity’ differences and power struggles within 
each conflicting side are almost never examined vis-à-vis the processes (e.g. 
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routinization, institutionalization and securitization) through which identities could be 
sustained or developed/transformed.1  
Paper Structure and Basic Definitions 
The first part of this paper presents a brief analysis of the ethnic conflict literature with 
particular emphasis on characteristics of such conflicts; characteristics that could be of 
particular importance when analyzing the emergence as well as the perpetuation of 
securitizing acts. The second part consists of an overview of the most prominent 
frameworks and theories on the EU’s approach to conflict resolution. The focus of that 
part is not on Cyprus per se, but rather on the scholarly views of the potential EU impact 
on conflicts such as the one in Cyprus. Next is a literature review on routinization and a 
more detailed analysis of securitization, followed by the conclusion.  
Before proceeding to the first part of this paper, it would be useful to briefly define two 
key terms that are used throughout the thesis, namely conflict and securitization. 
Following the Diez et al. definition (2008: 6), I define conflict as the incompatibility of 
subject positions, where the subject positions refer to antagonistic and mutually exclusive 
identities and/or to irreconcilable interests. Whether the irreconcilable interests exist 
because of incompatible identities or if it is the other way around (i.e. that the 
incompatible identities exist because of incompatible interests) may vary from case to 
case. My view is that in ethnonational conflicts (such as the one in Cyprus) there is 
usually an environment that incorporates both “kinds” of incompatibilities, where one 
feeds of each other. It must be noted that in this definition, the presence of violence is not 
a necessary element for conflict to exist. Especially in the post-cold war period there is a 
tendency to classify conflicts based on their characteristics (for example ‘ethnopolitical 
conflicts’, ‘communal conflicts’, ‘protracted social conflicts’ and ‘identity-based 
conflicts’ (Rothman 2001: 290). The focus here is on intractable and deep-rooted 
conflicts, the characteristic of which I analyze in the next section.  
Securitization is a term coined by the Copenhagen School scholars and is the process 
through which non-politicized issues become politicized (i.e. subject of political debate) 
and then securitized (i.e. actors persuade their audience that a specific issue is a security 
and existential threat to them). One of the most notable contributions of the Copenhagen 
School is the fact the theory deviates from ‘strict’ sense of security studies where there 
was only one referent object (i.e. the state). According to the School, securitization could 
occur in a number of sectors, namely political, military, societal, economic and 
environmental, with each one having specific referent objects (e.g. identity, sovereignty, 
etc). This is what Wæver calls ‘Dialectics of Security’ (1996: 109). As Diez (2003) notes, 
some of the problematic effects of securitization are ‘ a) the construction or reaffirmation 
of exclusive and antagonistic identities; b) the legitimization of violence against the 
                                                        
1 It must be noted that I am not arguing that there are no studies on how or rather why identities are 
sustained/changed in conflict cases. For Cyprus specifically, there are numerous studies on how identities 
are sustained and but most of them are done from an anthropological and sociological perspective (see for 
instance Papadakis 2006; Peristianis 2006). But even in those cases, the role of securitization and, to a 
certain degree, routinization is also understudied. What I argue is that such anthropological analyses should 
receive more attention in the EU-conflict literature, especially when there is a discourse of identity 
reconstruction (e.g. constructive pathway, Diez et al. 2006, 2008, Tocci 2007).. 
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‘other’; c) the effective removal of this issue from normal political debate.’ It is precisely 
because of these effects that securitization should receive particular attention when 
studying conflict cases, and more specifically ethnonational conflict cases where 
identities occupy a very central role. 
How, when and why individuals or groups of individuals choose to present certain issues 
(be it social, economic, political, military or environmental), as existential threats to the 
survival of one or the other side, is not a Cyprus specific problem, but it is certainly 
Cyprus applicable, and (should be) very relevant when examining the EU impact on 
conflict cases such as the one in Cyprus. On this account what I argue is that while a 
number of scholars emphasize the importance of securitization in conflict environments 
such as the one in Cyprus, the factors that generate and sustain it, as well as the precise 
impact securitization has on conflicts per se and on the EU resolution efforts, are under-
examined. For Cyprus specifically, while it is generally accepted that there exists a 
significant degree of securitization (e.g. Demetriou 2004a, 2004b, Diez et al. 2006, 
2008), and that it is, indeed, part of the problem, there is no in-depth examination of the 
relationship between securitization and the EU’s ability to have a positive (or even 
inadvertent negative) impact on the Cyprus conflict. Moreover, there is no real 
examination of which issues (i.e. sectors) are securitized the most, by whom and when. 
More importantly, however, it is not examined in depth (if at all) why and when 
securitizing acts seem to be so effective in Cyprus.  
More importantly, however, examining who securitizes issues and when presupposes that 
securitization is subject to conscious decisions of specific elite; this is indeed in the heart 
of securitization theory. What I argue is that there is also the possibility that certain 
institutionalized routines could potentially institutionalize (perhaps even inadvertently) 
securitizing acts. If this hypothesis holds, then there could be significant effect on the 
timing of securitizing acts, the actor and the audience and, more importantly, on the 
process that renders an act successful. The institutionalization of securitization is an issue 
that the Copenhagen School has not yet touched upon.  
Ethnic, Intractable and Deep-rooted Conflicts 
As Rothman points out there are several kinds of conflicts (especially in the post-cold 
war period), -e.g. ‘ethnopolitical conflicts’, ‘communal conflicts’, ‘protracted social 
conflicts’ and ‘identity-based conflicts’ (2001: 290)- each with its own characteristics. It 
is beyond the scope of this paper to analyze the kinds of conflicts and the methods used 
to resolve them. Suffice to say that there is not always a clear distinction between them 
and that they are not necessarily mutually exclusive; indeed, protracted social conflicts 
could also be, or rather they are most likely to be, identity conflicts as well. The focus 
here is on the ‘protracted social conflicts’, a term coined by Azar (1983), which describes 
disputes that are ongoing and seemingly irresolvable; disputes like the one in Cyprus. The 
central unit of analysis in such conflicts is the identity group, which could be defined, 
inter alia, in ethnic, religious or racial terms, and their source lies not in economic or 
power disputes, but rather in the denial of fundamental human needs such as security, 
distinct identity and social recognition of identity (Azar 1990). It is not surprising, 
therefore, that ethnic conflicts are more likely to be caused by collective fears of the 
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future rather than from ‘ancient hatreds’, intergroup differences or economic-induced 
reasons (Lake and Rothchild 1996: 41), as collective fears usually revolve around 
fundamental issues (e.g. threat of identity) that influence to the very core the majority or 
people in an ethnic society. Similarly, Burton (1979, 1987) used the term ‘deep rooted 
conflict’ to describe conflicts that are not based on negotiable interests or positions but on 
non-negotiable and non-compromising needs, making them distinct from disputes that 
deal with tangible and negotiable interests. Those conflicts, therefore, are about 
ontological human needs and not about actual differences or misperceptions about 
objective interests.   
The collective fear is subject to the fear of ontological security, or security of the self, 
which is directly related to identity security and the fear of social (de-)recognition. 
Ontological security refers not to the security of the body, but to the security of the self 
and to the subjective sense of who one is (Mitzen 2006: 344, see also Wendt 1999: chap. 
3). Thus, any actions (or inactions) that threaten the ontological security of an individual 
or a community, also pose, in essence, a danger to that individual’s/community’s identity 
as they threaten to change its subjective sense of who s/he is and thus his/her identity. 
In summary, such deep-rooted social conflicts to be considered intractable they must 
‘meet’ certain conditions. More specifically, they have to be: (a) protracted for at least 
one generation; (b) irreconcilable interests (parties’ goals are seen as diametrically 
opposite); (c) violent (though not necessarily constantly – i.e. there could be just 
instances of violence); (d) of zero-sum nature (any gain of the ‘other’ is ‘my’ loss); (e) 
total (issue of survival/existence); (f) central (members of society are constantly 
preoccupied by it) and (g) the parties involved have an interest in the continuation of the 
conflict (i.e. the already economic, military and psychological investments in the conflict 
impede the resolution efforts) (Bar-Tal 1998: 23-4, 2000: 353). Moreover, such conflicts, 
which essentially have at their core discourses of identity, ‘operate on the basis of a 
self/other dichotomy, where the other is the opposite conflict party, which is portrayed as 
an existential threat to the ‘self’ (Diez 2003).’  
One of the major characteristics of such conflicts is that the discrepancies in interests, 
needs and values between the conflicting parties are intensified by historical antagonism 
as well as cultural differences. This leads to (even more) intense ethnocentrism and 
mistrust, which, when combined with the (unavoidable and natural) human deficiencies 
in cognitive functioning, there is ineffective communication and interaction between the 
conflicting sides (Fisher 1997: 6-7). Once conflicts escalate to such a degree, there is 
resistance to de-escalation and resolution, not least because of solidified mechanisms 
‘such as commitments to past actions and structural changes that support coercive 
strategies’ (ibid: 7). In other words, the ‘structure’ of deep-rooted intractable conflicts 
generates specific conflict norms and routines, which then help sustain the conflict to 
irresolvable levels.   
It is worth noting that the conflict in Cyprus, which is, essentially, an identity conflict, or 
‘ethnonational’ according to Papadakis, Peristianis and Welz (2006: 5), with elements of 
‘obsessive ethnic nationalism, one sided constructions of history focusing solely on 
periods or incidents of conflict, and the inability to see certain commonalities (Papadakis 
2006: 68)’, fits the description of intractable, protracted, deep-rooted conflicts. Indeed it 
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fits the description so well, that it is no coincidence that numerous scholars for intractable 
deep-rooted conflicts (e.g. Ronald Fisher, John W. Burton and Edward Azar) used 
Cyprus as one of their main case studies.  
This section focused primarily on the characteristics of ethnic conflict and less on the 
resolution frameworks. Even though it is beyond the scope of this chapter to analyze in 
depth conflict resolution methods, it is worth noting that there are numerous scholars who 
have studied extensively the different approaches, with Fisher’s (1997, 2005) Interactive 
Conflict Resolution frameworks, Rothman’s and Olson’s  (2001) ARIA framework 
(Antagonism, Resonance, Invention, Action), Fisher’s (1989) and Kriesberg’s (1998) 
models for de-escalation of conflict, Rothman and Olson’s (2001) three ‘manifestations’, 
namely the recourse based negotiations, the interest based bargaining and the identity 
based conflict resolution, and Pearson’s (2001) conflict process dimensions (i.e. grass-
roots versus elite and identity versus instrumental nature of negotiations), being just some 
of the major contributions in the field.  
Deep-rooted Intractable Conflicts and Securitization 
What should be specifically noted is that securitization, even if not explicitly stated, has a 
key position in the structure of deep-rooted intractable social conflicts. Indeed, the very 
important chicken-and-egg-like question arises on whether securitization is what causes 
the perpetuation of such conflicts, or whether the structure of those conflicts leads to 
more (successful) securitizing acts. The fact that in such conflicts it is the identity, social 
recognition and the survival of the ‘self’ that is at stake, creates a fertile environment for 
the successful development of securitizing acts (i.e. construction of existential threats). 
Similarly, the intense mistrust, the resistance to de-escalation, the inefficient 
communication, the zero-sum mentality and the unyielding commitments of past actions, 
(i.e. issues that characterize social deep-rooted conflicts such as the one in Cyprus), also 
contribute towards the creation of a securitizing system, which in its turn supports the 
perpetuation of the conflict. There is in other words a circular relationship between 
securitization and specific social and cognitive factors (i.e. norms, beliefs and ideas as 
well as routines) that are usually found in conflict environments. These factors influence 
both the routinization and the institutionalization of processes and issues, which in their 
turn influence both the frequency as well as the success rate of (de)securitizing acts. 
More specifically what I argue is that the institutionalization of certain norms and beliefs, 
in regards to who the ‘other’ is and on how ‘our’ side should negotiate with the ‘other’, 
creates specific routines (i.e. processes on how to handle issues) that not only open the 
path for successful securitizing acts, but also many times create an environment where 
there is expectation for securitization. Indeed, many times the perception of how ‘well-
fit’ an elite is to negotiate the ‘national problem’ may depend on his securitizing routines. 
Part of this hypothesis is that the public actually expects such securitizing acts in order to 
feel more secure that its elite (especially negotiators) is truly trying to minimize their 
fears/threats. Such expectations, however, hinder any potential efforts for desecuritizing 
acts on behalf of the elite. In other words, the power-struggle between the elite within 
each conflict side (which is necessary to convince the public of their unyielding will to 
fight for them) ‘forces’ them to follow the established routines that essentially support 
securitization in an effort not to be considered inapt as negotiators. With this in mind, the 
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process of securitization should be reconsidered for conflict cases. More specifically, it 
must be questioned whether ‘existential threats’ can emerge only after speech acts, or 
whether they could also ‘evolve’ from established routines and thus become so 
institutionalized that are essentially ‘ever-present’.   
Identities, Framing and Securitization 
While the essence of such conflicts is usually found in the discourses of (antagonistic) 
identities, this is not readily obvious either during the negotiations or in the ‘official’ 
positions of the conflicting sides. This could be attributed to at least two major reasons: 
The first is the fact that issues related to identities are usually neither tangible nor 
measurable, and thus not obvious.  
The second has to do with framing of issues and is thus, unavoidably, linked to 
securitization. Accusing the ‘other’ of jeopardizing your identity requires particularly 
careful phrasing. On one hand such claims are difficult to prove, and on the other they are 
not necessarily prudent and beneficial, especially during conflict resolution negotiations. 
Such serious accusations (regardless of their potential truthfulness) will most likely 
aggravate the ‘other’ and, at the same time, cost the ‘accusing side’ ‘points’ in the eyes of 
the international mediators who try to resolve the conflict. Subsequently, many of these 
identity-related fears are hidden behind tangible and measurable issues during resolution 
negotiations. For example, while the number of Turkish settlers that will remain in 
Cyprus in case of a solution is one of the most vital subjects during the negotiations, the 
Greek Cypriot negotiators many times present it as a legal issue and not as a societal 
threat (i.e. that a vast number of settlers will ‘Turkify’ the island and threaten the Greek-
Cypriot identity). The same, however, does not apply for other elite who are not sitting at 
the negotiating table. Many of them go far beyond the legalistic aspect of the issue and 
securitize the issue as an existential societal threat (e.g. Turkification/Hellenicization of 
the community), while at the same time accuse their own negotiators of not being tough 
enough (i.e. not securitizing the issues enough).  
Framing, or rather lack of framing, creates an additional issue related to securitization, 
namely, the timing of securitizing acts. This problem revolves around the hypothesis on 
whether securitizing acts could be more successful if the securitized-to-be issues are 
internalized and perceived as threats (but not necessarily existential) first and then are 
securitized. A parallel second hypothesis questions whether the success of securitizing 
acts is even subject to the speech act or if highly internalized threats are essentially 
securitized successfully by ‘themselves’. Therefore, issues that are framed on a regular 
basis and through multiple paths (e.g. elite, media, education, family, etc) could 
potentially increase significantly the success rate of securitizing acts relative to those 
issues (i.e. referent objects) and could even allow for securitization to take place in ways 
other than the speech act.  
EU and Conflict Resolution 
One of the chief goals of the European Union is both conflict prevention and conflict 
resolution, especially in its own neighborhood. This section summarizes the main EU-
conflict resolution literature, using primarily the Diez et al. (2006, 2008) four pathways, 
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as their work explicitly examines the European integration impact on Cyprus and other 
similar border conflicts. While in the existing literature there are numerous useful 
insights on how the EU could have an impact on conflicts, there are still some notable 
gaps that could be filled through the study of routinization and securitization. One of the 
EU aims is, after all, the desecuritization of conflict-ridden environments until the 
problems are resolved.   
Hill identifies three dimensions of EU and conflict: conflict prevention, conflict 
management and conflict resolution (2001: 330). The three dimensions are essentially 
three inter-dependent stages in the sense that for conflict management (2nd dimension) to 
take place, it means that conflict prevention (1st dimension) failed, and, similarly, if 
conflict resolution (3rd dimension) actions are required, it means that the conflict 
management was insufficient. Even though the focus is on the latter, it is still worth 
noting briefly the first two. In the first dimension, the EU’s aim is to prevent violence 
from breaking out, making this goal, almost by definition, a long-term process, even 
though urgent and short-term interventions may be necessary from time to time (ibid). 
The major mechanism for violence prevention around the EU borders is usually the lure 
of membership, as candidate governments use the possibility of membership as a tool to 
resist their own nationalists (ibid: 323-5). Clearly, this first dimension is not relevant for 
intractable conflicts (i.e. like the Cyprus conflict) since, by definition, if a conflict is 
intractable it means that conflict has not been prevented. In the second dimension the aim 
is to prevent escalation once conflict has already begun and it usually requires short-term 
[and decisive] interventions (ibid: 330). This dimension, even though it does not exclude 
intractable conflicts, it is more related to conflicts where violence is more imminent (with 
Cyprus not being (currently) one of those conflicts). Finally, the last dimension, which is 
a medium-term process, is used if the first two fail, and deals with the re-establishment of 
peace (ibid). If conflict is, as defined above, the incompatibility of subject positions, then 
peace should not be defined exclusively as the creation of non-violent environments, but 
also as the creation of environments where more compatible identities and subject 
positions exist. Consequently, the latter dimension, conflict resolution, aims, essentially, 
at transforming the incompatible positions into more compatible ones. As Diez (2003) 
notes, European integration could play a role in this transformation ‘by providing an 
institutional and symbolic framework that supports the articulation of multiple identities 
(in a multi-level / poly-centric system of governance)’.  
Third party intervention, including the EU, is most likely to have a successful impact if 
the conflict reached a ‘hurting stalemate’ in the sense that the stalemate has too much 
cost for both sides, and when neither party foresees a likely victory (Zartman 1989). This 
is when a conflict is considered to be ‘ripe’ enough for resolution efforts to have a 
significant effect. A conflict is considered to be ‘ripe’ when both sides understand that 
they cannot achieve unilaterally their aims and when they begin ‘to feel uncomfortable in 
the costly dead-end situation (ibid: 286)’. In ‘non-ripe’ cases, where the stalemate is not 
yet hurting, and where one or both sides feel they can achieve their aims unilaterally, 
each or both sides will view the opportunity cost of a solution (i.e. the 
sacrifices/compromises that each side has to make) as too high. Consequently, the 
prospects of resolution will diminish and third party mediation is less likely to be 
successful. The same outcome will occur (i.e. no solution and failed mediation) if one or 
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both sides consider the status quo to be better than any proposed solution. In such cases 
what we will likely see is the securitization of the proposed solution plans (or parts of it). 
This seems to have been the case with the Annan Plan as far as Greek Cypriots were 
concerned.  
Regardless of the conflict ‘ripeness’, however, the EU could help towards conflict 
resolution in essentially two broad ways: the first way is with the use of direct foreign 
policy towards third states and the second is through membership or more precisely the 
lure of membership; the focus is on the latter. In the first case, the EU uses ‘mainstream’ 
diplomatic means to convince parties to resolve a conflict (e.g. pressure for adoption of 
minority rights policies or in more extreme cases recognition of break-away regions). 
Moreover, the creation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) provides the 
EU, theoretically at least, with additional tools to handle neighborhood problems. In 
addition, the EU could also use other, ‘stricter’, approaches such as economic sanctions 
to apply pressure to one or both sides involved in a conflict to resolve their problems. 
However, the fact that the Union’s institutional capacity is rather limited prevents it from 
being efficient and many times effective.  
The second and most effective way is through membership or rather the prospect of 
membership. There are several mechanisms the EU uses to achieve its goals, the majority 
of which are related to enlargement and integration. Diez, Stetter and Albert (2006; 2008) 
propose perhaps the most comprehensive framework with four pathways, namely the 
compulsory, enabling, connective and constructive pathway, through which the EU could 
potentially (i.e. not all pathways work for all cases) influence border conflicts. These 
pathways are both direct and indirect and target the elite as well as the society (i.e. 
general public). The pathways, therefore, are essentially two-dimensional: the target 
could either be the policy / political leadership or the society, and the EU’s approach 
could be either actor-driven or structural. It must be noted that other similar 
classifications of how the EU could have an impact on conflicts. One notable example is 
Tocci (2007) who proposes three mechanisms, namely conditionality, social learning and 
passive enforcement.  All three of them, however, do not deviate significantly from the 
Diez et al. four pathways, as the logic behind them is very similar. Precisely because the 
Diez et al. is comprehensive part of this section will be dedicated to a more detailed 
analysis on this framework so as to demonstrate, inter alia, the potential limitations of the 
literature.   
The compulsory pathway (which is similar to Tocci’s (2007) conditionality) is actor-
driven and the EU uses it when its aim is to influence policy changes through the use of 
carrot and stick (i.e. granting or withholding a reward, which is usually EU membership). 
This pathway works only if candidate state wishes to join the EU, and it works because of 
the power asymmetry between the latter and the former. There exists, therefore, a ‘power 
of attraction’, which is used to pressure candidates to change (Christou 2004). This 
mechanism, however, is both short-term and, essentially, effective only during the 
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candidacy period since there is no longer leverage on the candidate once the ‘carrot’-
membership is given. Cyprus was not an exception.2   
The enabling impact is more indirect. Through this pathway the EU provides the elite 
(but not necessarily just politicians, but rather any individuals who have the power to 
persuade a significant audience) with a reference point allowing thus the latter to 
legitimize conflict-diminishing policies (Diez et al. 2006: 572). A similar argument is 
made by Hill who argues that ‘governments [will be] able to resist their own nationalists 
by constraints of EU membership (2001: 315)’. But, as Diez et al. argue, while the EU is 
central to the discourse, not all elite will be using the ‘EU-card’ in a positive way. In 
other words, there is the possibility that the elite could also use the EU for nationalistic 
purposes (EUBorderConf: 2006). Why this is the case is not thoroughly examined by the 
authors. One rather obvious reason is the possibility that certain elites are nationalists and 
thus use the EU as a weapon to shift the balance of power to their side. A less obvious 
possibility has to do with non-nationalist elite who still, however, use the EU-card to 
harden their positions. Such behavior could be attributed to the fear of political cost they 
will occur during the internal power struggles. Similar to the argument made earlier, 
certain expectations are so deeply internalized that any deviation from them carries 
significant political cost. For example, the non-use of the EU as leverage to pressure 
Turkey for concessions would be considered by Greek Cypriot public as a sign of 
weakness. Moreover, when the EU is viewed (by public and/or elite) as the only 
‘weapon’ in one’s arsenal, things become even more complicated as the expectation of 
EU-as-leverage is routinized in the media and the public sphere in general, and the 
securitized by the opposition but also the public itself! More specifically, when the 
prominent view held is that it is the EU-way or complete failure (i.e. the EU is reversely 
securitized – not as a threat but as the only way forward), there are extremely few options 
for elite not to use the Union as a negotiating tool.  
The EU uses the connective impact to target societies directly, mainly through financial 
support for common activities (Diez et al. 2006: 573). The idea is that, through them, the 
two antagonistic communities will first be brought together and then they will begin to 
understand and tolerate each other. The aim of this bottom-up approach is to change the 
‘ordinary’ people’s understanding about the ‘other’. As this approach targets only a small 
number of individuals, to be truly successful it has to either influence key society players 
that would be able to transfer this ‘new understanding’ to a bigger part of the society, or 
influence directly a significant percentage of the population (which is however beyond 
the scope of the pathway). Unsurprisingly perhaps not many ‘key people’ participate in 
such events, not least because of the social pressure they will face. Therefore, we need to 
understand more clearly if, how, and to what degree, participation in such events hurts 
the image of any individuals or groups that ‘dare to violate the norms and associate with 
the other’. This issue is, again, related to the issue of power struggles as any image-
                                                        
2 This mechanism (pathway) could theoretically work even after a state’s accession as, (in theory) the EU 
could ‘throw out’ form the Union a member state. In reality, however, it is very unlikely that the EU would 
use the threat of expulsion for non-dramatic reasons. For example, even if the EU believes that the 
Republic of Cyprus’s efforts towards a resolution are insufficient, it is very unlikely that it would use the 
threat of expulsion to apply pressure. This could have been the case if, for example, the Republic was 
repeatedly engaged in the violation of minority rights (i.e. something more dramatic). 
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damage could bring an elite, a political party (or an organization such as a newspaper) to 
a disadvantaged position vis-à-vis their competitors. It is indicative that during the 2004 
Annan Plan period in Cyprus, organizers and participants to any bi-communal 
events/projects were accused (in the press usually) of receiving money from the Anglo-
Americans, connoting, of course, that they were traitors. In other words, such activities 
and more specifically participants in such activities, were securitized and many times 
presented as an existential threat to one or the other community’s identity. 
Lastly, the constructive impact is the most indirect of the four and aims at transforming 
the underlying identities of the parties involved (Diez et al. 2006: 574). According to 
Diez et al.  (2006, 2008), the idea is that the EU could foster the creation of new 
discursive frameworks through which identities in the conflict region will be ‘re-
expressed’ in a way that would foster desecuritization, which, in its turn lead to the 
reduction of incompatibilities and eventually resolution. More specifically, what the 
authors argue is that EU-induced institutional frameworks could, through socialization, 
lead to a change of national identities, ‘or even to a convergence of national identities 
with an emerging European identity, in which the very subject positions are redefined 
(Diez et al. 2008: 23)’, or ultimately, even reach the level where identities are completely 
de-ethnicized (Tocci 2004: 135). Tocci calls such processes social learning, as the change 
would come through societal contact and dialogue (2007: 15). The idea is that there will 
be a change of the perceived interests through the internalization of EU norms. According 
to Tocci, the approach could be either top-down which takes place when domestic agents 
(that changed because of their frequent contact with the EU) promote change by 
persuading other agents to alter their interests, or bottom up, which takes place when 
‘ordinary’ non-state individuals convince the elite to change their policies (ibid).  
Neither Diez et al. nor Tocci have examined in great depth the social processes (through 
which identities and subject positions will be transformed) can be truly effective. Even 
though it is not explicitly stated, they take for granted that if European norms (and thus 
Europeanization) do not come in conflict with the existing routines, change will be easier. 
Risse et al. (2001) argue that domestic transformation is a question of ‘good fit’ between 
the domestic and European norms. The better the fit, the less opposition, and thus more 
chances for transformation. If there is no misfit it means that the domestic norms require 
no change and there is no conflict with the existing routines, creating thus no ontological 
insecurity. If on the other hand there is misfit, then the Europeanization process will 
create tensions, as it will challenge the existing domestic routines. One of the most 
important questions that remain unanswered is whether the change occurs at the very 
moment of contradiction with the existing norms (and routines). If this is indeed the case, 
then is it correct to talk about a constructive process? How is the point of conflict 
determined though? What I argue is that while it is possible to engage in transformation 
processes even when there is a misfit with ‘ordinary’ routines, those processes start 
becoming ineffective when they are in conflict with routines that maintain ontological 
security, and even more when those routines (or issues) are diachronically securitized. 
The problem with deep-rooted intractable conflicts is that it is unavoidable to avoid 
conflict with such ontological security-maintaining routines. 
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Wendt argues that identities, which are many times taken as ‘given’, are, in fact, a 
‘process that has simply been sufficiently stabilized by internal and external structures 
that it appears given (Wendt 1999: 340, emphasis in original)’. This is an important 
argument, especially for conflict cases, as it is one thing to argue that there are two given 
identities that need to be transformed or re-expressed, and a different one to understand 
that these identities are in fact ongoing processes that make those identities seem given. 
Does it make a difference if identities are given or appear to be given (as the bottom line 
is the same, identities need to be ‘re-expressed’)? The answer is yes, as identities are 
subject to specific processes that need to be identified and if necessary be interrupted and 
changed. . This is particularly important for conflict cases such as the one in Cyprus, as 
such processes are not just deeply routinized, but are also highly securitized, preventing 
therefore any easy interruptions and changes and consequently identity transformations. 
It must be noted that Diez et al. (2008), when talking about identity transformation (i.e. 
Constructive Pathway), acknowledge the existence of such processes when they argue 
that the articulation of identities is done through the articulation of securitizing acts. 
However, the lack of more profound empirical observations in their work does not allow 
us to understand either how exactly securitizing acts hinder identity transformation, or the 
relationship between the institutionalization of routinized securitizing acts and the 
perpetuation of antagonistic identities.  
Routinization and its impact on conflict environments 
Wendt argues the starting point of any interaction between two parties is the actors’ 
representation of the ‘self’ and the ‘other’, as it is from there that one can determine who 
they are (themselves and the others), what they want and how they will behave (1999: 
332). From that point onwards, the interaction between the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ that 
follows will not only form the identities and interests of each party, but will also sustain 
them. If two sides repeatedly engage in practices (i.e. routines) that ignore the other’s 
needs, they will essentially ‘create and internalize shared knowledge that they are 
enemies’ (ibid). This would create the perception that the ‘other’ has been (and will be) 
diachronically the enemy whose interests have always been (and will always be) 
diametrically different from ‘my’ interests. Identities and interests, obviously, do not 
simply exist and have specific characteristics that seem unchangeable. It is through 
interaction, therefore, that identities and interests are reinforced and appear to be ‘fixed’ 
or static. Similarly, there cannot be a change of identities and subject positions if there is 
not a change in interactions that define them.  
The problem is that once identities are created, they cannot be easily transformed. This is, 
of course, a problem only if those identities and subject positions are in conflict with 
other identities (i.e. states, communities, individuals). This difficulty in transformation 
exists because actors take the social system for granted and because they prefer to 
maintain stable identities (Wendt 1992: 411), even if those stable identities are in conflict 
with one another. The problem with Wendt’s argument is that we can only explain how 
identities and interests are maintained but it is very difficult to explain how 
transformation could take place. As I argue later both securitization and desecuritization 
could be the first step towards identity transformation.   
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Repeated interaction is, essentially, a form of routinized behavior and in conflict-ridden 
regions there are numerous kinds of routines; some are used to maintain identities, others 
are used to keep the feeling of justice for ‘our’ cause and the sense of ‘victimhood’ and 
then there are those that are used to keep the sense of security. These are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive; indeed, to a great extent they overlap.  
As already mentioned protracted deep-rooted conflicts are, to a great degree, identity 
conflicts (Rothman 2001). Especially in such conflicts (but not exclusively) the states or 
communities involved do not just seek physical security, but also ontological (Mitzen 
2006: 342; see also Wendt 1999: ch. 3). Ontological security is the need of individuals to 
feel secure ‘in who they are, as identities or selves’ (Mitzen 2006: 342). The continuation 
of ontological security is subject to routines (Mitzen 2006) because routinization 
regulates social life and protects us from the anxiety of the unknown and the chaos of the 
unexpected (Giddens 1991: 26). The study of ontological security-seeking offer us 
insights on two very important problems: on one hand it offers us a ‘structural 
explanation for the apparent rationality of conflicts among security-seekers […] in 
intractable conflicts’ and on the other it helps us ‘address the ending of such conflicts’ 
(Mitzen 2006: 343).    
What makes routinization interesting in conflict environments is that some routines that 
may be perpetuating a conflict (i.e. hinder resolution) may still be sought after precisely 
because they protect us from the uncertainty of change. As a result states (and people) 
could get attached to the conflict because it provides them not with physical security but 
with ontological (Mitzen 2006: 343). In other words, a conflict may be perpetuated on 
purpose so as to fulfill identity needs, since any ‘interruption’ of, or resolution to, the 
conflict could lead to the disruption of certain routines and subsequently to ontological 
insecurity. The problem with this attachment to such routines is that it reaches a degree 
where states become unwilling to learn their way out (ibid: 354). The unwillingness to 
learn is of utmost importance in protracted conflicts (e.g. Cyprus, and Palestine-Israel) 
because on one hand it hinders any resolution efforts from third parties (or between the 
two involved parties) and on the other, as time goes by ‘unwillingness’ to learn could 
become ‘inability’ to learn, where each side is incapable of even looking at the potential 
that a different path from the one they hold could be more beneficial.  
Learning and thus transformation is associated with how rigidly or flexibly routines are 
repeated/held; the rigidly repeated routines are associated with more difficulty in learning 
(and transforming) and the reverse for reflectively held routines (ibid: 343). To learn (and 
transform) some form of healthy basic trust is required. Actors that have this kind of trust 
are less likely to treat routines as ends themselves (i.e. they are not rigidly held). The 
opposite happens with individuals who have a rigid basic trust; those are the ones who 
are unable to distance themselves from their routines (ibid: 351). In addition, the more 
aware actors are of those routines, the more difficult it is for them to abandon them as it 
causes them great anxiety. As a result, those with rigid basic trust cannot respond to 
dissonant information and could, thus, act in irrational ways’ (ibid). This is similar to 
Jervis’ (2006) argument about motivated biases; biases that could force decision-makers 
to act irrationally.   
Constantinos Adamides 
  14 
The essence of the argument above is that it is not unlikely that people or groups may 
prefer conflict over cooperation, because they feel that it is only through the conflict (and 
the associated routines) that they know ‘who they are’, and because any disruption 
creates anxiety and insecurity (Mitzen 206: 348-9). In identity conflicts, where many 
times the proposed solution is the creation of a more collective identity that would also 
increase cooperation could potentially create anxiety, as it would disrupt the existing of 
routines that maintain the distinct identities. More specifically, the formation of a 
collective identity that would incorporate the other and the creation of an environment of 
interdependence (and cooperation), is constrained by the fear of exploitation (Wendt 
1999: 348) and the threat it poses to the ‘autonomy of their identity’. Subsequently, 
cooperation can take place only when states overcome the fear of exploitation (ibid).  As 
I argue later, this one of the major fears that is securitized in conflict environments. The 
loss of identity autonomy in ethnonational conflicts is perhaps the major securitized 
‘referent object’ and the most institutionalized routines are the ones that maintain this 
referent object safe. The most obvious example in the case of Cyprus, is the internal 
struggles and debates for the change of history books, the debate over the entrance to the 
state university with GCE exams, and of course, the issue of the settlers and the de-
hellenicization and turkificaiton of the island.   
A conflictual relationship with a ‘significant other’ may be necessary, therefore, in order 
for ‘us’ to maintain ‘our’ identity. Wendt developed this idea first when he talked about 
identity formation and how states need the ‘Other’ to play the role of the enemy in order 
to help them define who ‘they’ are (1999: 274). Similarly, Campbell (1992), using the 
United States as an example, also argues that states depend on a ‘discourse of danger’, 
which is generated and/or overstated by elite in order to distinguish between ‘us’ and 
‘them’ and thus justify the existence of their state. The significant ‘other’, as Wendt 
notes, enacts, in our heads, a specific role identity (1999: 227). The role-identities are 
essentially ‘the meanings that actors attribute to themselves when seeing themselves as an 
object, from the perspective of the other’ (ibid: 335). Discarding a particular set role-
identities (e.g. Arabs-Israelis or Greek-Turkish Cypriots) is not an easy task, especially if 
the intimacy level between the ‘self’ and the ‘other’ is high (ibid: 328). The 
institutionalization of routines that are responsible for the internalization those role-
identities essentially determine the level of difficulty for discarding them or transforming 
them into something less antagonistic. When referring to the ‘other’ we are not referring 
to specific individuals but rather to a group (e.g. state, community, etc), and for our 
purpose here a collective identity. What must be noted is that these collective identities 
are relationship specific (ibid: 337). This means that one cannot determine the 
relationship Z will have with X based on the relationship of X has with Y. With this in 
mind, assuming that because the EU influenced successfully one conflict environment 
(e.g. Greco-Turkish), that it will do the same for another (e.g. Greek-Turkish Cypriot or 
Greek Cypriot – Turkey) could potentially be problematic.  
While Mitzen’s routinization work is undoubtedly useful, it is incomplete as it stops short 
of explaining how routines are created and how they could potentially change. This is not 
surprisingly as her focus is on the repetition and endurance of the very interaction that 
makes routines possible to sustain. As mentioned, Wendt’s (1999) work (on which 
Mitzen’s work is partly based) does not have an answer to this problem either; indeed it 
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still suffers from the same problem. Wendt argues that it is based on the representation of 
the ‘self’ and ‘other’ that a situation is defined, but he is unable to explain how those 
representations (and thus the situation) is constructed. Securitization and desecuritization 
could complement Wendt’s framework. As Coskun points out, ‘enmity will tend to foster 
securitization, and amity will tend to foster desecuritization’ (2008: 94). 
An additional problem has to do with the possibility of multiple facets and the idea that 
the self as well as the significant other could have more than one facet. As Wendt argues 
there are multiple identities within each actor, and each one may point towards a different 
direction creating thus uncertainty on how to act (1999: 230). Wendt also argues that 
‘there is no way to predict a priori how internal identity conflicts will be resolved’, but 
we can assume that it will be resolved based on the hierarchy of identities that person 
holds (1999: 230). While I agree with Wendt, I would also argue that the hierarchy of 
those identities depends to a significant degree on how rigidly some of his routines are 
held. This could be particularly true for cases where an actor is part (or a follower) of a 
political party and identifies himself as such. If, therefore, he repeatedly follows his 
party’s line for years unquestionably (i.e. rigidity holds a routine), then it is more likely 
that, that particular identity will prevail over any other.  
Mitzen neglected entirely the identification of the (possible) ‘multiple selfs’ of social 
agents; i.e. that each self has many facets (e.g. Greek Cypriot and leftists). If there are 
indeed multiple facets, then there is a need to examine which facet of the self is rigidly 
defended and which facet is reflexively defended and when. What I argue is that each 
facet is influenced by social norms and personal beliefs. Incorporating in the routinization 
framework the functions of beliefs (e.g. Jervis 2006) and how individuals are influenced 
by their belief systems could clarify further when some actors rigidly hold some routines 
but are more reflective on others. Such work, however, requires significant empirical 
observation, as it will vary from case to case.  
Similar to the problem above is that Mitzen’s assumes that in conflict environments it is 
states, and consequently the entire population, that get attached to the conflict. In reality, 
however, some parts of the society may be more attached than others. The question, 
therefore, is whether those parts of society are in a position to influence the remaining 
society into becoming attached to those routines as well. This is where securitization 
comes in the picture, as it is through this process that the ‘convincing’ takes place. It must 
be noted that in highly politicized environments such as Cyprus, political parties are in a 
position to exert significant influence on the public and more specifically on their 
followers. Therefore, if one of the major parties is attached to such conflict perpetuating 
routines, there are implications on the issues that could be securitized. Such securitizing 
acts, however, could create internal tensions as those acts could be against the 
government’s or the other elites’ (i.e. who negotiate the resolution to the conflict) will. 
Obviously, the stronger the opposition party, the bigger the internal struggles will be. 
While frameworks such as Mitzen’s or Diez et al.’s provide us with a general theoretical 
background there is still a need for further empirical observations. Few, if any, would 
doubt that deep-rooted ethnic conflicts, such as the one in Cyprus, have a series of 
established routines that perpetuate the conflict on purpose and could hinder to a great 
degree (especially) the Constructive pathway and the transformation of identities. Yet, 
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the precise role of specific conflict-perpetuating routines is not examined in depth. For 
example, we do not know what kind of routines there are (i.e. in which sectors – e.g. 
social, economic, political, etc), who is behind their creation and maintenance (e.g. 
political elite, media leaders, etc) and how they are perpetuated (e.g. media, public 
speeches, official discourse such as education material, etc). Subsequently, any such 
additional empirical analysis could, indeed, be beneficial, as it would go one step 
‘deeper’ and offer more explanatory power to the framework.  
Securitization and its role in conflict resolution 
Overview of the Securitization Framework 
Buzan, Wæver and De Wilde define securitization as a ‘more extreme version of 
politicization’ (1998: 23), where politicization is seen as a function of security. 
Securitization is, therefore, ‘the move that takes politics beyond the established rules of 
the game and frames the issue either as a special kind of politics or as above politics 
(ibid).’ An issue, therefore, is dramatized and presented as an existential threat to core 
values and/or assets of human collectivities, and as such it gains priority (ibid: 5). In 
other words, ‘to “securitize” an issue not previously deemed to be a security issue was to 
challenge society to promote it higher in its scale of values and to commit greater 
resources to resolving the related problems (Sheehan 2005: 52)’; and if a significant part 
of the society is ‘convinced’ then the securitizing act is deemed to be successful. As the 
argument goes, if these (created) threats are not dealt with immediately, then everything 
else will become irrelevant (Wæver 1996: 104), which means that such situations cannot 
be handled any longer by normal politics and thus extraordinary measures are required. It 
is at this point that the securitizing actor claims the right to break free of normal rules (i.e. 
normal politics) (Wæver 1995; Buzan et al. 1998) and use any extraordinary measures 
s/he deems necessary, acquiring at the same time ‘abnormal’ authority and influence.  
In sum, securitization theory could be separated into the triology of (i) speech act, (ii) the 
securitizing actor and (iii) the audience (Stritzel 2007). The speech act is the first step of 
the process, where the claim (i.e. speech act) frames something as an existential threat for 
a specific referent object (e.g. society, economy, etc). Security therefore is no longer 
treated as an objective condition but rather as the outcome of a social process which 
means that ‘the social construction of security issues (who or what is being secured, and 
from what) is analyzed by examining the ‘securitizing’ speech-acts’ through which 
threats become represented and recognized’ (Williams 2003: 513). The securitizing actor 
is the individual who makes the claim and requests ‘acceptance’ for the use of 
extraordinary measures. This brings us to the third part, which is the audience. A 
securitizing act is successful when a significant audience is convinced of the claim(s)’ 
validity (i.e. that an issue is an existential threat for a specific referent object). Audience 
‘acceptance’ strengthens the securitizing actor and allows her to handle the issue outside 
the realm of normal politics using extraordinary measures.  
In an attempt to make the theory more coherent and applicable to the real world, the 
Copenhagen School introduced three ‘felicity conditions’ necessary for a speech act, and 
thus securitization, to be successful. In summary these are the form of the speech act; the 
social capital of the enunciator (i.e. securitizing actor); and the conditions historically 
associated with a threat (Buzan et al. 1998: 31-3; 2000: 252-3; Wæver 2003: 15).  These 
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facilitating conditions are indeed useful for the theory (albeit not sufficient according to 
some critics) as they clarify better when a securitizing act could have more chances of 
being successful.   
One of the most notable contributions of the Copenhagen School is its deviation from the 
‘strict’ sense of security studies where there is only one referent object (i.e. the state). 
According to the School, securitization could occur in a number of sectors, namely 
political, military, societal, economic and environmental, with each one having specific 
referent objects, such as identity and sovereignty. Security problems may not be (and 
usually are not) limited to one specific sector, and as the argument goes, ‘actors think 
about economics, politics and other areas but judge their main security problems across 
the board (ibid: 168).’ This ‘across the board’ thinking, could also explain how one could 
determine the effects of securitization, since to measure the effects of one securitization 
move in one sector (i.e. economics), one should examine the chain reactions on other 
sectors (i.e. political and societal) (ibid: 26).  
Securitization scholars ‘do not ask whether a certain issue is in and of itself a ‘threat’, but 
focus on the questions of when and under what conditions who securitises what issue’ 
(Buzan and Wæver 2003: 71)’. Using this logic, security, becomes, therefore, what actors 
make of it (ibid: 48), and securitization becomes the process of constructing a shared 
understanding of what should be considered a security issue and an existential threat 
(Sheehan 2005: 62).  Subsequently, what is studied in this field is the practice that turns 
an issue into a security issue and not the issue per se. As Wæver (1995) argues ‘[w]ith the 
help of language theory, we can regard ‘security’ as a speech act. In this usage, security is 
not of interest as a sign that refers to something more real; the utterance itself is the act. 
These are what Austin (1975) calls ‘performative’ utterances. By saying it something is 
done […] [T]he word ‘security’ is the act (Wæver 1995: 55).’  
Securitization is a conscious political choice made by the ruling elite, in order to ‘break 
free of rules’ and suspend normal politics (Williams 2003: 518). This happens because 
the articulation of a security threat does not just describe an environment but also creates 
a reality, which asks for exceptionality (i.e. use of extraordinary measures). Therefore, 
securitization relies primarily on the speech act philosophy because the very articulation 
of security becomes a crucial form of security action on its own (thus security, or 
insecurity for that matter, is not necessarily an objective condition). As Williams argues, 
‘‘security’ is treated not as an objective condition, but as the outcome of a specific social 
process and the social construction of security issues (who or what is being secured, and 
from what) is analyzed by examining the ‘securitizing’ speech acts through which threats 
become represented and recognized (2003: 513).’ In other words, the declaration or 
framing (i.e. representation) of a security threat is the first step, but alone it does not 
guarantee an outcome (i.e. the right to use extraordinary measures) as there first needs to 
be a sufficient impact on a significant audience (i.e. recognition) who would be willing to 
accept the suggested threat as a real threat and tolerate the outcome (i.e. extraordinary 
measures). There are two interrelated issues to be noted here: the first has to do with the 
Copenhagen School’s view that securitization as an intersubjective process and the other 
has to do with issue of ‘recognition’ of threats. Both issues lead to criticism of the theory. 
More specifically, securitization theory fails to take into consideration adequately the 
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social ‘sphere’ (Stritzel 2007, McDonald 2008). As Stritzel notes, the Copenhagen 
School has a more static approach, which does not ‘capture the relational dynamics of the 
social and political process of generating meaning (2007: 367, emphasis in original)’. In 
other words, the theory as it is does not explore how the (social) situation could influence 
both the actors or the speech acts. Using Stritzel words again, ‘an actor cannot be 
significant as a social actor and a speech act cannot have an impact on social relations 
without a situation that constitutes them as significant. It is their embeddedness in social 
relations of meaning and power that constitutes both actors and speech acts (2007:367)’.  
The theory is considered to be intersubjective because the securitizing acts are between 
the securitizing actor, who performs the speech act, and the significant audience that will 
decide the success or failure of the act. Therefore, the representation and recognition of 
any (proposed) threat is ‘‘negotiated’ between an actor and the relevant audience’, with 
the latter being the final decision-makers on whether the threat is accepted or not  
(Stritzel 207: 363). However, ‘negotiation’ and ‘intersubjectivity’, in general, indicate 
some form of a social process. But if this is indeed the case, then this process goes contra 
to the Copenhagen School’s argument that ‘it is the utterance it self that is the act (Buzan 
et al. 1998: 26)’ and that by saying ‘security’ something is done. In other words, as 
Stritzel argues, the creation of a threat cannot be both a process (i.e. intersubjective) and 
‘just an utterance’ (2007: 364).  Anything that is subject to intersubjective processes (e.g. 
norms) takes time to become accepted and established. Therefore, any outcome that 
occurs immediately after a simple ‘utterance’ cannot be part of an intersubjective process.  
This is indeed a very important issue, as on one hand the Copenhagen School argues that 
securitization is a social process (i.e. social construction of a security threat), while on the 
other hand they place most of the emphasis on the actual utterance of the security threat. 
There seems to be validity in both arguments. The ‘utterance’ is indeed the first and most 
important step towards a securitizing act, but what follows is a social, intersubjective, 
process through which the threat is ‘negotiated’ between the ‘securitzer’ (i.e. enunciator) 
and the securitizees (i.e. audience). It is through that process that the social construction 
of a security threat develops. It is, afterall, through the securitizing process that the 
referent objects are given particular identities and thus meaning! Such a view of the 
theory also responds to another criticism that ‘accuses’ the theory of not examining the 
processes through which the security referent objects are given meaning (MacDonald 
2008: 571). 
Stritzel’s arguments open then door for a series of other related potential criticism. Since 
securitization is an intersubjective social process then should we expect to see the 
institutionalization of outcomes or issues? If issues do indeed become institutionalized as 
security issues and as existential threats, it would mean that (a) they will be around for a 
long time, and (b) they could develop into threats without extraordinary moments of 
intervention (Bigo 2002). I tend to agree with the notion that if security issues are around 
for a long time and become institutionalized, they could develop into threats ‘by 
themselves’ (i.e. without extraordinary moments of intervention). However, the 
institutionalization of issues does not necessarily mean that security threats are always 
imminent. Therefore, the need for extraordinary measures may still be invoked if and 
when a threat is deemed to be imminent. Subsequently, I see the issue of 
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institutionalization more as an opportunity to complement the speech act notion (and 
securitization).  
I believe that an even more beneficial argument could be made for theory, namely that 
the success or failure of speech acts could actually be subject to the level of 
institutionalization of the securitized issues. It is at this point that the role of routines 
comes into the picture.  
 What I argue specifically is that if a specific routine is institutionalized deeply enough to 
maintain ontological security, then the threat of disruption could be securitized very 
easily as the intersubjective process between the enunciator and the audience will be 
rather short. In other words, it will not take long to convince a significant audience that 
something is an existential threat, if that something will disrupt their routines and 
challenges their beliefs and norms. If on the other hand, the speech act does not challenge 
long-held beliefs/ideas (i.e. the threat does not seem to be plausible or probable) or 
institutionalized routines, then the ‘negotiation’ between the enunciator and the audience 
will most likely take longer and the outcome of the securitizing act could go either way. 
There are, therefore, cases that a simple utterance, as the Copenhagen School argues, 
could ‘do something’ immediately. This, however, is not always the case and to 
determine when such possibilities exist one must take the ‘social sphere’ into 
consideration.  
The success or failure of a securitizing act also depends to a great degree on the 
enunciator’s position vis-à-vis the audience (or parts of the audience), an issue that brings 
us to the second of the two interrelated subjects mentioned earlier, namely that of 
‘recognition’. One of the limitations of securitization theory (especially in regards to its 
applicability in real life cases) is the ‘blurred’ actor-audience relationship. In an effort to 
resolve this problem and define more clearly the conditions under which securitization 
works, the Copenhagen School introduced, as mentioned, three facilitating conditions one 
being that of the enunciator’s ‘social capital’ (Wæver 2000: 252-3). The social capital of 
the enunciator is indeed very important, but as a facilitating condition is insufficient. 
While the securitizing actor may enjoy significant social capital it does not mean that she 
will have a universal impact on the entire audience. What is not explored, therefore, is the 
‘identity compatibility’ between the securitizing actor and the audience. What I argue is 
that how able the elite will be to convince the public (i.e. successfully securitize an issue) 
and how willing the audience will be to accept the proposed threat may depend on how 
compatible the elite-audience identities are and how much opposition they face from 
other domestic actors with significant social capital. A leftist elite, for example, will be in 
a position to exert more influence on leftists (and leftists will be more prone to be 
influenced by a leftist leader) than on right wing audience.  
Moreover, the securitizing actor could have enormous social capital (e.g. could be the 
President), but may not have the equivalent influence on the public. This could be 
attributed to a number of reasons, the most important of which is internal power 
struggles. The domestic opposition may engage in counter-securitizing actions (i.e. 
question the validity of the threat) for domestic political reasons. Overcall, consensus at 
an elite level will help securitization be successful whereas if there are internal struggles 
(say within the government or from the main opposition), the success of any securitizing 
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act is not guaranteed regardless of the enunciator’s social capital. This issue is many 
times not taken into consideration by third party observers of a conflict, as they are 
usually only able to see the ‘final expressions’ of the two conflicting sides missing, 
however, the international tensions. But as Moravscik (1998) argues, states (or 
communities for that matter) are not unitary internally. Indeed, there are internal political 
contentions among domestic political actors and it is only after internal struggles that the 
state becomes unitary externally. Similarly, the view that both sides in a conflict appear 
to have a single ‘national’ line or securitize some specific issues (but not others), is just 
half the picture. The other half is the process within each community, through which a 
line of argument was chosen and the specific issue was securitized but not the other. 
The routinization and institutionalization of specific positions from elite and the 
internalization of those positions from the audience are factors that could contribute 
towards the improvement of securitization theory on this aspect. In conflict areas with 
highly politicized environments there are usually deeply established positions held by 
more than one actor with significant social capital. This also means that there is more 
than one ‘significant audience’ (i.e. loyal party/elite followers) to be convinced. Both the 
elite as well as the audience that follows them, have their own (and often opposing) 
institutionalized routines and internalized beliefs. As a result, for domestic power 
struggle reasons but also for ideological ones, it is not unlikely to see both securitizing 
and counter-securitizing acts. Therefore, unless the securitizing actor ‘introduces’ a threat 
that involves all audiences, then she should expect opposition both from the other elite 
but also from the parts of the audience. 
Besides the actor-audience relationship, an additional issue that should receive more 
attention is that of ‘recognition’ of threats (i.e. the acceptance of securitized issues). It is 
this ‘recognition’ that creates the meaning that those threats carry. As Wendt argues, the 
meaning one gives to objects and actors, depends on his understanding of the situation 
(1999: 330). ‘If men define situations [or threats for that matter] as real, they are real in 
their consequences (ibid).’ Balzacq points towards this direction as he argues that the 
success or failure of the securitizer to persuade a significant audience is based, inter alia, 
on the latter’s point of reference (i.e. what it knows about the world) (2005: 173). More 
specifically, Balzacq argues that securitization could be better understood not as the 
‘conventional procedure’ of the speech act (which depends on the full prevalence of the 
‘felicity conditions’ to work), but as ‘a strategic (pragmatic) practice that occurs within, 
and as part of, a configuration of circumstances, including the context, the psycho-
cultural disposition of the audience, and the power that both speaker and listener bring to 
their attention (2005: 172)’. I have already discussed about the importance of the 
disposition of the audience and the actor’s power. The focus here is on the strategic 
practices. When securitization is seen this way (i.e. as strategic practices), then, according 
to Balzacq, the social context is incorporated. As a result it moves beyond the 
‘conventional procedure’ of the speech act and the securitizing actors (have to) engage in 
a struggle to convince the audience. Strategic practices, however, connote (long-term) 
conscious decisions on behalf of the elite, or, in other words, the creation of routines that 
could be in time institutionalized.  
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Part of the strategic practice is the way issues are framed. It is not just the content of the 
speech act (i.e. what is being secured) that matters, but also the way the issue at hand is 
framed and how much the words (and/or images) resonate within the existing culture and 
how much they support/oppose existing norms. More specifically, words and images that 
are ‘highly salient in the culture’ (i.e. they are understandable, memorable and 
emotionally charged) are considered to have more cultural resonance and thus have a 
greater potential for influence (Entman 2004: 6). The resonance of both words and 
images is also subject to how routinely they are used, by whom and how much they are 
opposed. It is not surprisingly though that certain elite chooses to repeat the same 
positions until their audience internalizes them. Such internalization will allow the elite to 
safeguard more easily their positions by securitizing any potential threats.  
Securitization and the European Union 
Wæver argues that the EU helps influence the orientation of states and helps them 
desecuritize conflicts (2000: 262). Higashino (2004) makes a more general argument 
about the EU processes of enlargement and securitization, arguing that EU enlargement is 
in essence a repetition of security moves that aim, however, towards desecuritization. EU 
integration itself has become the most obvious example where securitizing moves could 
lead towards desecuritization (ibid: 350). This is because the fear and threat of European 
fragmentation has led to securitization moves, which they, however, led to a more 
desecuritized environment (Buzan and Weaver 2003: 353-6). As Coskun notes, in 
Buzan’s and Wæver’s theory, securitized issues can be managed or transformed and 
notes that there is a distinction between the management of securitized issues and 
desecuritization (2008: 99). In the EU enlargement case the securitized issues were not 
just managed or transformed; they were desecuritized and while the environment remains 
desecuritized it is highly unlikely that there will be any conflicts. In conflict 
environments the aim should be the same: desecuritization and not simply management 
of the securitized issues. 
The EU’s approaches (i.e. Diez et al. 2008 pathways) aim at resolving conflicts in the 
Union’s neighborhood. The idea is to desecuritize the environment sufficiently that 
would ‘permit’ the EU conflict resolution mechanisms to become effective. In practice, 
however, what the EU seems to be doing, as a first step at least, is to manage the 
securitized issues and then lead them towards desecuritization. Unlike the case of 
continental Europe, where securitization led to desecuritization, the deeply securitized 
environment hinders those EU resolution efforts. Moreover, after World War II the 
environment in continental Europe was very ‘ripe’ which allowed for the possibility to 
securitize the past in order to desecuritize the issues and subsequently the area. 
Unfortunately this the same ‘ripeness’ does not exist in many of the EU’s neighborhood 
areas (e.g. Cyprus), which means that it is unlikely that the environment can be 
desecuritized (or positively securitized) as it was the case in heart of Europe. 
Conclusion 
This paper tried to explain how routines, especially the deeply institutionalized ones, 
could help improve the securitization theory. Particular attention was given to the 
argument that securitization does not take sufficiently into consideration the ‘social 
sphere’ and argued that if it did, it would become a much more comprehensive theory for 
Constantinos Adamides 
  22 
the security studies, as it would, inter alia, be in a position to explain better its role in 
conflict environments. Similarly, in this paper I tried to highlight one of the problems of 
routinization frameworks, namely that they explain why routines perpetuate but fail to 
explain either how routines are created or transformed. Securitization and 
desecuritization could contribute towards this limitation. This paper being a work in 
progress did not elaborate on this issue. To be in a position to construct a solid theoretical 
explanation for this claim requires further empirical work. 
Securitization is central in understanding both the perpetuation of ethnic (identity) 
conflicts such as the one in Cyprus, as well as why the EU is not, so far at least, in a 
position to have the wanted effects (i.e. resolution). Acknowledging that securitization is 
a problem towards resolution is not sufficient. There must be a much clearer 
understanding on how and why the environment continues to be (re)securitized. Towards 
this goal one must examine the established routines not only between the conflict parties, 






Austin, J. (1975) [1962]. How to Do Things with Words. 2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
 
Azar, E. (1983). "The Theory of Protracted Social Conflict and the Challenge of 
Tranforming Conflict Situations", Monograph Series in World Affairs 20:#M2, 
81--99. 
———. (1990). The Management of Protracted Social Conflict. Hampshire: Dartmouth 
Publishing. 
Balzacq, T. (2005). "The Three Faces of Securitization: Political Agency, Audience and 
Context", European Journal of International Relations 111:2, 171--201. 
Bar-Tal, D. (1998). "Societal Beliefs in Times of Intractable Conflict: The Israeli Case", 
The International Journal of Conflict Management 9:1, 22--50. 
———. (2000). "From Intractable Conflict Through Conflict Resolution to 
Reconciliation: Psychological Analysis", Political Psychology 21:2, 351--365. 
Barnett, N. M. (1996). "Identity and Alliances in the Middle East", in J.P. Katzenstein 
(ed.), The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics. 
New York: Columbia University Press. 
Buzan, B., and Wæver, O. (2003). Regions and Powers: The Structure of International 
Security. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Bigo, D. (2002). "Security and Immigration: Towards a Critique of the Governmentality 
of Unease", Alternatives 27 (Special Issue), 63--92. 
Borzel, A. T., and Risse, T. (2000). "When Europe Hits Home: Europeanization and 
Domestic Change", European Integration Online Papers (EIoP) 4: 15. 
Brewin, C. (2000). The European Union and Cyprus. Huntington: The Eothen Press. 
Burton, J. (1979). Deviance, Terrorism, and War: The Process of Solving Unsolved 
Social and Political Problems. New York: St. Martin's Press. 
———. (1987). Resolving Deep-rooted Conflict: A Handbook. Lanham: University Press 
of America. 
Buzan, B. (1991). People, States, and Fear: An Agenda for International Security Studies 
in the Post-Cold Era. 2nd ed. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 
Buzan B, Wæver O. (2003). Regions and Powers: The Structure of International 
Security. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Constantinos Adamides 
  24 
Buzan B., Wæver O., and Wilde, de J. (1998). Security: A New Framework for Analysis. 
London: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 
Campbell, D. (1992). Writing Security. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
 
Christou, G. (2004). The European Union and Enlargement: The Case of Cyprus. New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Coskun, B., B. (2008). "Regionalism and Securitization: The Case of the Middle East", in 
Beyond Regionalism? Regional Cooperation, Regionalism and Regionalization in 
the Middle East, Harders C. and Lagrenzi, M. Aldershot: Ashgate. 
Cowles, G. M., Caporaso, J., and Risse, T., eds. (2001). Transforming Europe: 
Europeanization and Domestic Change. Ithaca and London: Cornell University 
Press. 
 
Demetriou, O. (2004a). "EU and the Cyprus Conflict: Review of Literature", Working 
Paper 5 Working Paper Series in EU Border Conflicts Studies. Birmingham: 
Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of 
Birmingham. 
———. (2004b). "The EU and the Cyprus Conflict: The View of Political Actors in 
Cyprus", Working Paper 9. Working Paper Series in EU Border Conflicts Studies. 
Birmingham: Department of Political Science and International Studies, 
University of Birmingham. 
———. (2005). "EU and the Cyprus Conflict: Perceptions of the border and Europe in 
the Cyprus conflict", Working Paper 18. Working Paper Series in EU Border 
Conflict Studies. Birmingham: Department of Political Science and International 
Studies, University of Birmingham. 
Diez, T. (2000). "The Imposition of Governance: Transforming Foreign Policy through 
EU enlargement", Online <DOC> Retrieved 2007-05-12 from 
http://www.copri.dk/publications/WP/WP%202000/21-2000.doc. 
Diez, T. (2003). " "Roots" of Conflict, Conflict Transformation and EU Influence", 
Summary of initial comment, European Commission workshop, for 
EUBORDERCONF (The European Union and Border Conflicts - The Impact of 
Integration and Association). 
Diez T., and Pace M. (2007). "Normative Power Europe and Conflict Transformation". In 
EUSA Conference. Montreal. 
 
Diez T., Pace M., Rumelili B., and Viktorova, J. (2006). "The European Union and 
Border Conflicts: The Impact of Integration and Association" (EUBorderConf). 
Birmingham: University of Birmingham. 
Constantinos Adamides 
  25 
Diez, T., Stetter S., and Albert M. (2006). "The European Union and Border Conflicts: 
The Transformative Power of Integration", International Organization 60 
(Summer), 563--593. 
Diez, T., Stetter, S., and Albert M., eds. (2008). The European Union and Border 
Conflicts: The Power of Integration and Association. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
Dodd, H. C., eds. (1999a). Historical Overview. In Cyprus: The Need for New 
Perspectives. Huntington: Eothen Press. 
———. (1999b). "Cyprus in Turkish Politics and Foreign Policy", in Dodd, H. C. (ed.), 
Cyprus: The Need for New Perspectives. Huntington: Eothen Press. 
Entman, M. R. (2004). Projections of Power: Framing News, Public Opinion and U.S. 
Foreign Policy. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press. 
 
Fisher, J. R. (1990). The Social Psychology of Intergroup and International Conflict 
Resolution. London: Springer-Verlag. 
———. (1997). Interactive Conflict Resolution. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press. 
———, eds. (2005). Paving the Way. Oxford: Lexington Books. 
Fisher, R. J. (1989). "Prenegotiation problem-solving discussions: Enhancing the 
Potential for Successful Negotiation", International Journal XLIV: Spring, 442--
74. 
Giddens, A. (1991). Modernity and Self-Identity: Self and Society in the Late Modern 
Age. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
 
Goldstein, J., Keohane, O. R. (1993). "Ideas & Foreign Policy: An Analytical 
Framework", in Goldstein, J. and Keohane, O.R. (ed.), Ideas & Foreign Policy: 
Beliefs, Institutions and Political Change. Ithaka: Cornell University Press. 
Hay, C. (2006). "Constructivist institutionalism... Or, why ideas into interests don't go", 
In Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association. Marriott, 
Lowes Philadelphia and the Pennsylvania Convention Center, Philadelphia, PA, 
Online <PDF> Retrieved 2008-06-26 from 
http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p152815_index.html. 
Hayward, K. (2006). "Reiterating National Identities", Cooperation and Conflict 41: 3, 
261--84. 
Hermann G. M., and Kegley, W. C. (1995). "Rethinking Democracy and International 




Higashino, A. (2004). "For the Sake of 'Peace and Security'? The Role of Security in the 
European Union Enlargement Eastwards", Cooperation and Conflict 39: 4, 347--
368. 
Hill, C. (2001). "The EU's Capacity for Conflict Prevention", European Foreign Affairs 
Review 6: 315--333. 
James G. M., and Johan P. O. (1998). "The Institutional Dynamics of International 
Political Order", International Organization 52: 4, 943--69. 
Jervis, R. (1999). "Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation". International Security 24: 
1, 42--63. 
———. (2006). "Understanding Beliefs", Political Psychology 27: 5, 641--663. 
Kaliber, A. (2005). "Securing the Ground Through Securitized 'Foreign' Policy: The 
Cyprus Case". Security Dialogue 36: 3, 319--337. 
Katzenstein, J. P. (1996). "Introduction: Alternative Perspectives on National Security", 
in J. P. Katzenstein (ed.) The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in 
World Politics. New York: Columbia University Press. 
Knudsen, F. O. (2001). "Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing 
Securitization", Security Dialogue 32: 3: 355--368. 
Kriesberg, L. (1998). Constructive Conflicts: From Escalation to Resolution. Oxford: 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 
Lake A. D., and Rothchild, D. (1996). "Containing Fear: The Origins and Management of 
Ethnic Conflict", International Security 21: 2, 41--75. 
Loizides, G.N. (2002). "Greek-Turkish Dilemmas and the Cyprus EU Accession 
Process", Security Dialogue 33: 4, 429--442. 
———. (2007). "Ethnic Nationalism and Adaptation in Cyprus", International Studies 
Perspectives, 8, 172--189. 
Cowles, M.G., Caporaso, J., and Risse, T., eds. (2001). Transforming Europe: 
Europeanization and Domestic Change. Ithaca and London: Cornell University 
Press. 
McDonald, M. (2008). "Securitization and the Construction of Security", European 
Journal of International Relations 14: 4, 563--587. 
McSweeney, B. (1996). "Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School", 
Review of International Studies 22, 81--93. 
Mitzen, J. (2006). "Ontological Security in World Politics: State Identity and the Security 
Dilemma", European Journal of International Relations 12: 3, 341--370. 
Constantinos Adamides 
  27 
Moravcsik, A. (1998). The Choice for Europe: social purpose & state power From 
Messina to Maastricht. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
Papadakis, Y. (2006). "Disclosure and Censorship in Divided Cyprus: Toward an 
Anthropology of Ethnic Autism", in Papadakis Y., Welz, G. and Peristianis, N. 
(ed.) Divided Cyprus: Modernity, History and an Island in Conflict. Indianapolis: 
Indiana University Press. 
Papadakis, Y, Welz, G, and Peristianis, N. (2006). "Disclosure and Censorship in Divided 
Cyprus: Toward an Anthropology of Ethnic Autism", in Papadakis Y., Welz, G. 
and Peristianis, N. (ed.) Divided Cyprus: Modernity, History and an Island in 
Conflict. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press. 
Pearson, S. F. (2001). "Dimensions of Conflict Resolution in Ethnopolitical Disputes", 
Journal of Peace Research 38: 3, 275--287. 
Peristianis, N. (2006). "Cypriot Nationalism: Dual Identity, and Politics", in Papadakis 
Y., Welz, G. and Peristianis, N. (ed.) Divided Cyprus: Modernity, History and an 
Island in Conflict. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press. 
Rothman J., Olson L. M. (2001). "From Interests to Identities: Towards a New Emphasis 
in Interactive Conflict Resolution", Journal of Peace Research 38: 3, 289--305. 
Sheehan, M. (2005). International Security: An Analytical Survey. London: Lynne 
Rienner. 
 
Stritzel, H. (2007). "Towards a Theory of Securitization: Copenhagen and Beyond", 
European Journal of International Relations 13: 3, 357--383. 
Tannenwald, N. (2005). "Ideas and Explanation: Advancing the Theoretical Agenda", 
Journal of Cold War Studies 7:2 
Taureck, R. (2005). "Positive and negative Securitisation - Bringing together 
securitisation theory and normative Critical Security Studies". In COST Doctoral 
Training School "Critical Approaches to Security in Europe". Centre Europeen, 
Institut d'Etudes Politiques de Paris, France. 
Theophanous, A. (2004). The Cyprus Question and the EU: The Challenge and the 
Promise. Nicosia: Intercollege Press. 
———. (2006). Cyprus, the European Union and the Interests at stake: The Accession 
and the Solution. Athens: Papazisi. [in Greek]. 
Thomas, D., eds. (2002). The European Union and the Cyprus Conflict: Modern conflict, 
postmodern union. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 
Tocci, N. (2003). "Towards Peace in Cyprus: Incentives and Disincentives", Brown 
Journal of World Affairs X: 1, 199--212. 
Constantinos Adamides 
  28 
———. (2004a). "EU Intervention in Ethno-poliitcal Conflicts: The Cases of Cyprus and 
Serbia-Montenegro", European Foreign Affairs Review 9, 551--573. 
———. (2004b). EU Accession Dynamics and Conflict Resolution: Catalysing Peace or 
Consolidating Partition in Cyprus? Hampshire: Ashgate. 
———. (2007). The EU and Conflict Resolution: Promoting peace in the backyard. 
London: Routledge. 
Wæver, O. (1995). "Identity, Integration and Security: Solving the Sovereign Puzzle in 
E.U. Studies", Journal of International Affairs 48: 2, 389--431. 
———. (1996). "European Security Identities", Journal of Common Market Studies 34: 
1, 103-131. 
———. (2000)."The EU as a security actor: Reflections from a pessimistic constructivist 
on post-sovereign security orders" in Kelstrup M, and Williams, C., (ed.), 
International Relations Theory and the Politics of European Integration: Power, 
Security and Community. London: Routledge. 
Wendt, A. (1992). "Anarchy is what states make of it: the social construction of power 
politics", International Organization 46: 2, 391-425. 
Wendt, A. (1999). Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
Williams, M. C. (2003). "Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International 
Politics", International Studies Quarterly 47: 4, 511--531. 
Williams, I. Z. (1989). Ripe for Resolution: Conflict and Intervention in Africa (updated 
edition). New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
 
 
